Abstract: The purpose of this study is to test construct validity of Schwartz Value Survey in Turkish culture. Participants of the research comprise 389 teachers selected through cluster sampling method. The research is performed under five stages: (i) English to Turkish translation validity, (ii) language and meaning validity in Turkish language, (iii) content validity, (iv) confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and (v) exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The findings reveal that SVS is deprived of construct validity in Turkish cultural context. When CFA results are interpreted, it is clear that original factor structure of SVS does not maintain the same factor structure for Turkish culture. The goodness-of-fit indices indicated that variance and covariance of the survey were not explained by the model. EFA results reveal that all items congregated on 12 factors and some factors are overlapping or loaded under different factors.
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PUBLIC INTEREST STATEMENT
Values have indispensable roles on shaping human attitudes and behaviors. Although for decades, researchers were interested in values concept, no theory focusing on values as comprehensive as Schwartz's emerged. His theory describes human values as well as universal structure of values. Specifically, 10 value types are mentioned in the theory as the basic human values of people in any culture. Even different cultures can be compared on generalizable grounds, we believe that measuring values is peculiar to a specific culture. The current study explores the validity of Schwartz Value Survey in Turkish culture. As expected, the results of the study showed that Schwartz Value Survey lacks construct validity. Culture specific concepts need to be considered while measuring values since value types may be expressed differently within different cultures. Further research is required to make cultural-related modifications to the survey or develop instruments for measuring value preferences adjusted to Turkish culture.
Value concept has been of debate along with Spranger since the first quarter of twentieth century (1928) with being scrutinized under philosophy of science through establishing the connection between "moral rules" (Baloğlu & Balgamış, 2005) . Later it has entered the field of different disciplines such as anthropology (Kluckhohn, 1951) , sociology (Williams, 1968) , psychology (Finegan, 2000; Rokeach, 1973) , business administration (Crosby & Bitner, 1990) , and education (Halstead & Taylor, 1996; Haydon, 2006) . There is no consensus about common definition of value concept even it has been studied by many authors, entrance of the concept into many different disciplines makes its definition quite complicated (Dilmaç & Ekşi, 2007) . As well as being used with some concepts such as knowledge, belief, social norm, view of life, and ideology, value is mostly utilized in place of "ethic" concept (Lyons, 2003) .
When the related literature is examined, different definitions and classifications related to "value" concept can be reached. Conceptually, Meglino and Ravlin (1998) define value as (i) internalized belief of one about how to behave (p. 354), whereas Schwartz (1996) defines it as (ii) ideals that serve as guiding tenets for human life with having various importance and change with regard to desire and circumstances (p. 122). Considering value concept from sociological perspective, it refers to generalized moral principles or beliefs that reflect common feelings, thoughts, goals, and interests of any social group or community with being acknowledged as true and necessary by majority of the members for maintaining the existence, unity, functioning, and continuity of a social group or community (Kızılçelik & Erjem, 1992, p. 99) .
Value concept was classified under five dimensions in Spranger's (1928) book named Types of Men at first. These value dimensions are asserted as (i) religious, (ii) political, (iii) social, (iv) aesthetic, (v) economic, and (vi) theoretical. Subsequent classification studies were also based on this classification. In addition, Rokeach (1973) Schwartz (1992) and these values are labeled under 10 basic dimensions which are (i) power, (ii) achievement, (iii) hedonism, (iv) stimulation, (v) self-direction, (vi) universalism, (vii) benevolence, (viii) tradition, (ix), conformity, and (x) security.
Measuring value concept
When the related literature about value concept is examined, it is obvious that individual values are measured through Personal Values Questionnaire (McClelland, 1991) , Kilman Insight Test (Kilmann, 1975) , Rokeach Value Survey which is developed by Rokeach (1973) , Schwartz Value Survey (SVS) and Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ) developed by Schwartz (1992 Schwartz ( , 2003 . Rokeach Value Survey, SVS, and PVQ are mostly used in education and business sectors in various cultures (Biber, Hupfeld, & Meier, 2008; Dasari, 2017; Glaz, 2015; Leuty & Hansen, 2013; Nodelko, 2015) . Rokeach (1973) defines values as learned structures that maintain and develop character of individuals with motivating their acts and behaviors at the same time. Rokeach Values Survey, developed on the basis of this definition, is widely used in empirical research dealing value concept (Suhonen, 1985) . Mentioned survey gathers values under two headings named (i) terminal and (ii) instrumental values with sorting 18 values. Terminal values are described as worth striving values for individual's life, whereas instrumental values reflect ideal behaviors necessary for reaching these ultimate goals (Ferrari, Kapoor, & Cowman, 2005) .
As it is seen from Table 1, Rokeach Value Survey is comprised of 18 terminal values and 18 instrumental values with a total of 36 items. The survey is seven-point Likert scale ranging from opposite to my views (1) to very important (7) and rating is asked in the scale from each participant for each value item. High scores received from each value show the given importance by the individuals. Karadag et al., Cogent Psychology (2018 ), 5: 1523517 https://doi.org/10.1080 /23311908.2018 The other scale mostly used for measuring values is "Schwartz Value Survey (SVS)" (Schwartz, 1992, SVS) which is developed by Schwartz through the findings of studies related to structure of human values and its universal context in order to measure "Schwartz Value Theory" (Schwartz, 1990; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987) . Additionally, this survey is developed to determine value priroties of individuals with cultural and national value differences. In addition, Rokeach's (1973) value survey and values studies conducted in other countries are also utilized while developing process. Hence 56 value items composed the survey under 11 factors. Values in the survey between 1st and 30th items are described as (i) terminal values while the values between 31st and 56th item represent (ii) instrumental values.
In revised version of SVS (Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995) , "spirituality" factor is removed from the survey, but items of this factor remained; the survey eventually is composed of 57 items possessing similar or different motivational structured values with 10 factors. Factors that have similar motivational structures (value types) array in nearby regions while different motivational structured factors cluster opposite polar areas in a circular axis (see Figure 1) . Indeed, circular arrangement of the factors is reviewed through two basic, bipolar conceptual dimensions (openness to change versus conservation and self-enhancement versus self-transcendence). The first basic dimension encompasses Stimulation and Self-direction factors including values like (i) excitement, (ii) novelty, (iii) independent thought, and (iv) creativeness located in "openness to change" in opposition to Tradition, Conformity, and Security factors comprising values like (i) commitment to traditions, (ii) respect for social norms, and (iii) national and personal security placed in "conservation." This dimension is called as openness to change versus conservation and these two components are positioned in diametrically opposed to each other. In the second dimension, "selfenhancement" is formed by Achievement and Power factors including values like (i) personal success, (ii) competence, (iii) power, and (iv) authority is in the opposite pole of "self-transcendence" which is composed of Universalism and Benevolence factors including values like (i) protection for the welfare of all people and (ii) preserving and enhancing the welfare of those. This dimension is called as self-enhancement versus self-transcendence. Lastly, Hedonism factor which involves (i) pleasure and (ii) sensuous gratification values is opposite to the factors of conformity and tradition while it is linked with openness to change and self-enhancement factors (Schwartz, 1992, pp. 43-44) . The Portrait Values Questionnaire (PVQ) is an alternative to the SVS developed by Schwartz (Schwartz, 2006a; Schwartz et al., 2001 ) in order to measure the 10 basic values in samples of children from age 11 to 14 and of persons not educated in Western schools that emphasize abstract, context-free thinking (Schwartz, 2012) . Specifically, PVQ or PVQ40 involves short verbal portraits of 40 different people and each verbal portrait describes a person's goals, aspirations, or wishes which show implicitly to the importance of a value. In the questionnaire, each person (portrait) in terms of what is important to him or her shows person's values. The number of portraits for each value ranges from three (stimulation, hedonism, and power) to six (universalism). The shorter, 21-item version of the PVQ also has been developed and it includes brief verbal portraits of 21 different people. There are two items for each value type, except for universalism which involves three items. PVQ asks respondents to answer the question "how much is this person like you?" (from not like me at all to very much like me on a seven-point Likert scale), rather than rating the importance of each value. That is, respondents read the items and rate extent to which the descibed person (portrait) is similar to them.
Even though Schwartz's value theory is believed to apply in populations around the world and "each of the ten basic values is distinguished in at least 90% of samples" (Schwartz, 2012, p. 12) , some types of values conflict with each other in the survey and some samples from less-developed nations do not support the theory (Schwartz, 2012) . Therefore, Schwartz developed his previous survey that distinguishes 19 basic human values instead of 10, but with the same four higher order classifications of the values .
As it is obvious in the literature, there is a growing body of literature on personal values and growing number of instruments developed to measure personal values (Roccas et al., 2002; Roccas, Sagiv, & Navon, 2017) . Even though PVQ is shorter, more concrete, cognitively less-complex version of the SVS and suitable for a larger part of the population (Biber et al., 2008; Lindeman & Verkasalo, 2005) , SVS measures values directly. Participants rate abstract goals regarding how important they are as a guiding principle in their lives (Parks-Leduc, Feldman, & Bardi, 2015) . Thus, it is possible that SVS is a better predictor of abstract attitudes and behaviors than the PVQ. Since values are abstract goals and SVS is abstract, SVS may be a more valid meause of values (Roccas et al., 2017) . Furthermore, there are ample of research conducted by Schwartz's first instrument to measure values in various cultures (Dasari, 2017; Glaz, 2015; Leuty & Hansen, 2013; Nodelko, 2015; Ralston et al., 2011) or studies developing value instruments based on Schwartz' 10 main values in Turkish culture (Dilmac, Aricak & Cesur, 2014; Tevrüz, Turgut, & Çinko, 2015) . Even though it seems that Turkish adaptation of the survey first mentioned in the literature (Ralston et al., 2011) , the study draws into questions the validity of the survey for working adults in the business sector, rather than focusing on cultural values perspectives of students and school teachers, as Schwartz (1994a Schwartz ( , 1994b Schwartz ( , 2006b ) emphasized these samples in his studies.
In the light of this knowledge about measuring of value concept, the purpose of this study is to test construct validity of SVS (Schwartz, 1992) in Turkish culture, which is frequently used within limited number of studies and presumed as the most comprehensive survey for measuring values (Altinbasak-Farina & Guleryuz-Turkel, 2017; Altıntaş, 2008; Eroglu, Dilmaç, Yilmaz & Koksal, 2013; Karakitapoglu Aygün & Imamoglu, 2002) .
Method

Participants
Theoretical population of this study is Turkish teachers-due to Schwartz's choosing teachers as participants in his own studies (1992, 1994b, 2006b) . The target population of the study comprises 1256 primary school teachers in a city in Ege Region, in Turkey. The sample of the study consists of 389 teachers selected through cluster sampling method. Computing sample representativeness of the population, confidence level, and margin of error is accepted as .05; thus, minimum sample size is 295 for representative of 1256 unit population (Hamburg, 1985) . Hence, it can be concluded that sample comprising 389 participants is truly representative of the population. Demographic characteristics of the participants included in the study are presented in Table 1 .
Data collection tool
Schwartz Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992) was utilized as data gathering tool in the study. First version of the survey comprising 56 value items with 10 factors, one item "self-indulgent" added to the survey and items increased to 57 as can be seen from Table 2 (Schwartz & Sagiv, 1995) . Indeed, SVS is nine-point Likert scale ranging from extremely important (7), very important (6), not labeled (5, 4), important (3), not labeled (2, 1), not important (0), opposite to my views (−1); hence, it can be said that the survey would bring cognitive load to the participants. Actually most of the specialists assert that five-point or seven-point Likert scale is suitable for measurement of psychological concepts (Betz, 1996) . Therefore, in this study five-point Likert scale was preferred to use [extremely important (5), very important (4), important (3), not important (2), and not at all important (1)].
In international studies performed by SVS, reliability coefficients are found between the values .39-.79 (Schwartz & Rubel, 2005) , .43-.76 (Devos, Spini, & Schwartz, 2002) , .62-.74 (Feather, 2004) , .67-.72. (Honkanen & Verplanken, 2004) , .70-.84 (Sawyerr, Strauss, & Yan, 2005) , .76-.87 (Schultz & Zelenzy, 1998) , and .78-.86 (Nordlund & Garvill, 2002) ; thus, it is clear that reliability coefficients are relatively low and present differences. This situation indicates a loose relationship between basic values and indicators (Knoppen & Saris, 2009) . If studies performed in Turkey are scrutinized, reliability coefficients are between the values of .51-.77 (Kuşdil & Kağıtçıbaşı, 2000) , .68-.89 (Hüseyniklioğlu, 2010) , and .60-.72 (Karalar & Kiracı, 2010) with being statistically boundary values.
Procedure
The main goal of this study is to test validity of SVS in Turkish culture. In this context, firstly Turkish translation of the survey items was performed independently by four English language specialists who are not familiar with the original SVS before. This step was followed by generating Turkish translation form by four specialists through coming together, comparing each of the translated items and using only one phrase for each of the item. In other stage, all items in SVS were examined in terms of Turkish language and meaning by a Turkish language specialist in order to ensure language and meaning validity. In the last phase of developing a Turkish form of the survey, content validity of the survey was tested by field specialists.
In the following processes of the study, construct validity of SVS items was performed by a data set collected from 389 teachers who are selected through cluster sampling method. Participant teachers rated SVS under five-point Likert scale [extremely important (5), very important (4), important (3), not important (2), not at all important (1)]. There is no actual fit within the literature about performing construct validity for cultural adaptations (Fielding & Gilbert, 2006; Hambleton, Marenda & Spielberger, 2005) . In this respect, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and then exploratory factor analysis (EFA) were utilized in this study for the purpose of revealing similarities 
Results
The results of CFA for construct validity of SVS in Turkish culture are presented in Table 2 . CFA which is one of the multivariate statistical analyses ensuring meaningful and proper presentation of the data depending on the relations on the basis of the data obtained, the main purpose of the analysis is to investigate origin of the interdependence between the variables (Bryman & Cramer, 1997; Kangwa & Olubodun, 2003; Wang & Ahmed, 2004) and to determine how much gathered data theoretically match with the variables (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010 /df], and standardized root mean square residual [SRMR] were used in the study (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2001; Kline, 2005; Schumacker & Lomax, 1996) . Values greater than .90 for fit indices, including GFI, AGFI, NFI, and IFI, lower than .06 for SRMR and lower than .08 for the RMSEA were used as indicating acceptable model fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005; Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, & Müller, 2003) . Furthermore, values between the values of 2 and 5 for the ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom were used representing acceptable fit between the hypothetical model and the sample data (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2001 ). In the study, goodness-of-fit indices [GFI = .66, AGFI = .62, PGFI = .59, RMSEA = .09, CFI = .74] indicated that variance and covariance of the survey were not explained by the model whereas the ratio of chi-square and degrees of freedom (χ 2 /df) was calculated as 3.90. According to results obtained from standard goodness-of-fit indicators, it is obvious that modeled factor structure for the survey was not complied with the original survey.
If various statistics such as chi-square and degrees of freedom or fit indices suggest inadequate fit of a structural equation model, the model may be modified, or respecified, followed by retesting of the modified model (MacCallum, Roznowski, & Necowitz, 1992; Wittaker, 2012) . Depending on the results from CFA, modification indices indicate relations that might be problematic in the constructed model. Thus, it means that the more correction item in the model indexes, the more problems in the model. Poor fit of a model shows the exclusion of relavant relations and the model needs to be improved by adding parameters and conducting modifications to the model (Saris, Sattora & van der Veld, 2009 ). The results of CFA for SVS proposed 164 modification indices focusing on SVS items and factors. For example, even though first item of the survey Equality item corresponds to Universalism factor in the model, the modification indices suggest that paths from this item to Power, Stimulation, Benevolence, Tradition, and Conformity factors are necessary. If such paths are added to the model, decrease in chi-square (χ 2 ) value for one item as regards conformity of the model to the data was calculated as 15.0, 8.8, 10.8, 16.9, and 12.4 and parameter estimation was determined as −0.19, −0.16, −0.37, −0.25, and −0.20, respectively. This tells us that the parameter associated with these paths should be expected to be in the vicinity these values if it is included in the model and estimated. Negative modification index indicates that the parameter will be smaller if it is set free to be estimated (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2001) . When the results of CFA are interpreted as a whole, it is clear that original factor structure of SVS does not maintain the same factor structure for Turkish culture.
Due to not validating the original factor structure of SVS for Turkish form as a result of CFA, construct validity of SVS was examined through EFA. In this analysis, correlation matrix was firstly generated by means of using Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient in accordance with the data set through EFA. Considering KMO and Bartlett's test of sphericity, the result of EFA was determined as can be interpretable. Specifically, by means of KMO [.926 Determining that SVS has a multifactor structure, Varimax rotation method was preferred (Kline, 1994; Rennie, 1997; Stapleton, 1997; Stevens, 1996) . By using Varimax rotation method, factor analysis was performed with 57 items. Specifically, all the items with Eigen values greater than 1 congregated on 12 factors. As can be seen from Table 3 , the sum of Eigen values of factors in the survey is 34.79, total percentage of explained variance is 61.10, and factor loadings of factor items range from .23 to .76.
Discussion
In this study, the purpose of this study was to test construct validity of SVS (Schwartz, 1992) that is mostly used in the literature for measurement of value concept. In this context, the study was performed under five stages (i) English to Turkish translation validity, (ii) language and meaning validity in Turkish language, (iii) content validity, (iv) CFA, and (v) EFA.
In CFA stage, the results of the analysis obtained from a sample involving 389 teachers can be summarized in the following:
• χ 2 /df ratio depending on degree of freedom was found as 3.90.
• Goodness-of-fit indicators of the original theoretical model for SVS were detected as GFI = .66, AGFI = .62, PGFI = .59, RMSEA = .09, CFI = .74.
• 164 modification indices focusing on SVS items and factors were proposed.
When the findings acquired from CFA are scrutinized, it is clear that if χ 2 /df ratio was between 2.0 and 5.0 with representing acceptable fit value. If the value is less than 2.0, it corresponds to best fit value (Hair et al., 2010; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 2001 ). Even though obtained value for χ 2 /df which was 3.90 indicates conformity of the model for the data, other values for goodness-of-fit indices do not validate factor structure of the survey. All fit indices should have critical values in order to represent acceptable fit between the hypothetical model and the sample data. More specifically, GFI (goodness-of-fit index) value which shows degree of correlation covariance and explained covariance by the model is .66 and AGFI (adjusted goodness-of-fit index) value was computed as .62. Expected values for these indices should be over .85 or .90; however, study results were far below the boundary values (Anderson & Gerbing, 1984; Cole, 1987; Kline, 2005; Marsh, Balla, & McDonald, 1988) . For 90% confidence interval, expected RMSE (root-mean-square error) value indicating averages of unexplained variance and the covariance should be between the values of .01 and .03; yet, this value was calculated as .09 in this study (Hair et al., 2010) . In addition, even though CFI (confirmatory index) value is expected to be greater than .90, it was computed as .74 which is below the boundary limit. Consequently, both goodness-of-fit indicators and 164 modification indices show that SVS items for Turkish culture do not load on original factor structure of the survey and obtained results do not validate original factor structure of the studied model.
EFA results which are other phase of the study can be summarized as follows:
• Obtained data were determined as suitable for EFA as a result of KMO [.926 ] and Bartlett [χ 2 = 9549.70, p < .01] test analyses.
• Using Varimax rotation method for factor analysis, 57 items were found to be congregated on 12 factors whose Eigen values are greater than 1.
• The sum of Eigen values of factors in SVS was computed as 34.83, total percentage of explained variance was calculated as 61.10, and factor loadings of factor items were found as ranging from .23 to .76. If factor structure of SVS generated through EFA in the current study and original factor structure of the survey are compared, great differences are observed between the items aggregated in original factor structure of SVS and items identified under 12 factors in the study. To illustrate, values loaded on the first factor such as "loyal" and "true friendship" value items are actually aggregated in Benevolence; "detachment" and "moderate" value items match with Tradition; "ambitious" value is placed in Achievement; "independent" value corresponds to Selfdirection; and "broad-minded" value is accumulated under Universalism factors in the original SVS. Another example, values loaded on fifth factor like "inner harmony," "equality," and "a world at peace" values are accumulated under Benevolence; "pleasure" value corresponds to Hedonism; "freedom" value matches with Self-direction; and "self-respect" value is placed in Achievement factors in the original survey. Observed inconsistency is also conspicuous in other factors (see Table 3 ) and this situation restricts naming of identified factors in Turkish culture. In addition, 10th factor obtained by factor analysis comprises only "accepting portion in life" value item and this item is placed in Tradition factor in the original SVS. Similarly, even though "reciprocation of favors" and "family security" value items are aggregated in Security factor in the original survey, this value is detected as a distinct factor in the study.
If studies conducted in different cultures concerning validity of SVS are considered, first validity study of SVS (Schwartz, 1992 ) is seen as being conducted by Waege, Billiet, and Pleysier (2000) . In this study, RMSEA index was computed as .65 and χ 2 /df ratio was calculated as 6.5. Hence, these results showed that original factor structure of SVS is not verified. In fact, of the items loaded on factors in original SVS, factor loadings of 13 items were less than .45 and most of the items were loaded on different factors with low correlation values. In another study (Spini, 2003) , most of value items are detected as holding for the factors when SVS items are examined through CFA with regard to configural and metric equivalance and factor variance invariance. However, it is emphasized that Hedonism factor is rejected in metric equivalence and it is impossible to evaluate configural equivalence. Similarly, it is asserted that only four factors (Benevolence, Conformity, Self-direction, and Universalism) are equivalent at the level of factor variance of 10 factors. About the validity of SVS, there is 75% equivalence with maximum number of items and the related factor structure; even assuming that the original factors are verified in general, indexes measuring 10 factors are not reliable and exactly equivalent numerically. In addition, the study conducted by Schwartz and Boehnke (2004) with the purpose of testing the construct validity of SVS proposed that 10 different value types are validated through performing CFA and 46 items with sufficient factor loadings are detected as aggregating in 10 factors through EFA as being parallel with the original SVS and 11 items are removed from the survey due to low factor loadings. The situation is similar for other research which was conducted by German students to address the question of if it is meaningful to group basic values (Knoppen & Saris, 2009 ). Since items did not load significantly on the values they were expected to indicate, there are cross loadings of items with adjacent values and there are distinct subdimensions, four of the original 10 values are studied as such (hedonism, stimulation, self-direction, and security), whereas the remaining six values are grouped in three pairs to solve the problem of discriminant validity.
In psychometric Likert-type measurements, analysis can be performed both utilizing the raw data and correlation matrix constituted from correlations between variables. In this respect, values in correlation matrix are taken as similarity indicator; if size of the relationship between two variables is close to 1.0, these two concepts are similar concepts; if it is close to 0.00, they are relatively different; the two concepts are opposite concepts if size of the relationship is close to −1.00 (Davison, 1983) . For this study, the highest correlation coefficient in "value items" is between "equality" and "inner harmony" value items with .50 and other correlation coefficients were found as very low or not significant statistically. Parallel with this result, in a similar study of Waege et al. (2000) , correlations between factors which is pointed out by Schwartz (Schwartz, 1992; Struch, Schwartz, & van der Kloot, 2002) were computed as very low. In addition, the relationships between factors that are expected to be highly correlated (Achievement-Hedonism, r = .20; Security-Power, r = .39) are said to have low to moderate correlation. Schwartz's value theory (1992 Schwartz's value theory ( , 1996 and SVS are considered as an important model that is taken as a base in value studies for the last 25 years with being a guide for explaining cognitive and social structures, processes, and social behaviors in various disciplines and being subject of a number of empirical research. However, SVS (Schwartz, 1992) is lacking in intercultural construct validity and different value items are not placed in the anticipated factors if construct validity of all research results are examined as a whole.
Mentioned validity problem of SVS can be expressed in three dimensions. These are (i) lacking in providing a common definition for value concept, (ii) ignoring cultural structures/differences in adaptation studies of SVS, and (iii) lingual adaptation problem. In this context, the primary issue is defining value concept in conflicting ways and lacking in providing a definition that recovers and directs studies based on reconciliation of various theorists and researchers (Rohan, 2000) .
The second issue is that loadings attached to value concept embody cultural differences. For example, it is revealed that Hedonism is not a unique factor for Turkish culture (Kozan & Ergin, 1999) ; Conformity and Security factors are merging with Self-direction and Universalism factors; Power and Achievement factors are separating from each other; and Power factor is getting close to Hedonism factor (Kuşdil & Kağıtçıbaşı, 2000) . In both studies, it is identified that a significant number of value items has not been included in the prescribed factors. Likewise, nine value items composing Universalism, one of the most important factors of SVS, are loaded on six different factors. Particularly global thinking factor of Cognitive-Experiential Self Theory (Epstein, 1993) , baring similar characteristics with Universalism factor, is not identified as a factor in the current adaptation study.
The reason of this situation that creates difficulty in adapting SVS is development of the survey in English language with the basis of western culture. More specifically, each culture has its own values concerning their unique assumptions, thought patterns, approach to time and human life. All of them influence thinking and social relations. Even if there is an absolute independence from any culture or there is a unique professional culture separate from a certain culture, then it would not be a problem of cultural bias. However, it is unrealistic. Even though it is very easy for researchers to believe assumptions, concepts, findings, and values-colored with western culture-as if they are valid universally for all people in the world (Neuman, 2007, p. 643) , it is not a realistic approach. To illustrate, going for a vacation in Las Vegas, beginning a self-improvement program, going on a vacation in an isolated tree cottage and having a permissive morality are not suitable for Turkish culture. Several factors in SVS like Hedonism and Stimulation involve this situation or vice versa. Any people going to a bazaar may purchase any goods and pay it in installments. The merchant, who is only one day in there, takes the name and address of the buyer, organizes dates of the payment assuming the given information is correct and presumes taking regular payments on the committed days. Besides, this situation does not come true in a little village but takes place in İstanbul, a large, cosmopolitan city with a population of over 15 million (Gülgöz, 2005) . Similarly, many examples from both of the cultures can be given related to "trust" and "mistrust" factors. Therefore, cultural context of SVS is important and survey items are limited to cultural structure in which the items are developed. Despite that translation of value items is done in adaptation process, these items do not match with the factors. In addition, participants practicing SVS had difficulties in some of the items while answering and they expressed lacking of "it depends" response survey. In fact, cultural differences are so important for individuals' value conceptualization. For instance, in western culture, value conceptualizations have "trait description" basis while in eastern cultures also involving Turkey is based on "behavior description." According to Kağıtçıbaşı (1996) , adaptation of adjective based surveys for cultures like Turkey is an indicator of possessing great difficulty while answering. Berry, Poortinga, Segall, and Dasen (1992) assert three methods for explaining cultural differences. These methods are also associated with factor structure of SVS. The first interpretation reveals that difference in factor structure of SVS reflects the difference in perceptions of this feature by cultures; the second comment is that this difference stems from translation errors or lacking in finding the exact equivalents of the examples in that culture. The last interpretation is derived from nonconceptualization of SVS factors. Definition of a related value in a culture with purifying from varying and certain patterns can be given as an example. The actual error in here is nonimplementation of all interpretations into similar factor structures. In addition, the lacking difference in crosscultural factor structures-this situation is valid for some studies as well as SVS-is not the proof of reflecting the same features of factor structure, exactly succeeding in presentation of observed parameters in all cultures and equally conceptualization of the behavior in all cultures.
The other problem in cultural adaptation of SVS stems from difficulty in translation and structure of the language. Turkish language involving in Ural-Altay language family has been influenced by Arabic and Persian in Ottoman Empire period; after the establishment of Republic of Turkey in 1923, it is subjected to purification. Sentence structure is in the form of "subject-object-verb" with being flexible. The main difficulty in translation of SVS items from English to Turkish is lacking of many verbs in Turkish that maintain the nuances. To illustrate, "like," "love," or "enjoy" is expressed with the same word in Turkish, "sevmek." This case stated in language typology demonstrates that Turkish language indicates path of action rather than manner of action due to being verb-framed language. Scarcity of manner verbs requires indirect description through adjectives and adverbs in order to preserve the meaning of the item. Besides, this circumstance is also true for words lacking of a direct translation (Talmy, 1985) . However, whether lacking of a word in a language shows lacking of this concept in that culture is always questioned (Whorf, 1956) . For example, lacking of "apprehensive" word in Turkish does not mean that people speaking Turkish never apprehensive even they experience anxiety. Actually, it is impossible to find a pure language not influenced by other languages.
As a final result, cultural structure is neglected by the researchers in several studies that utilize SVS. When validity of SVS is examined in Turkish cultural context, it is revealed that the survey is lacking in validity for Turkish culture in the current study, as well as in some other studies performed by other researchers (Eroğlu et al., 2013; Karakitapoglu Aygün & Imamoglu, 2002) . The proof is that some factors are overlapping or loaded under different factors in these study findings. Hence, this situation entails conducting and scrutinizing the survey in other cultures. The situation happens in SVS can not only be considered as cross-cultural universalism or as basic differences but also it is necessary to be very cautious in order to make a decision between two results. On the other side, if conducted value studies are examined, it stands out that most these studies are shaped within the framework of positivist paradigm and limited research has been done by using interpretive paradigm (Balcı & Yanpar Yelken, 2010; Erdem, 2007) . However, value structures of societies can be put forth clearly by interpretive paradigm whose main task is to comprehend and explain certain circumstances. On the other hand, in studies adopting positivist paradigm, using SVS like ranking surveys that arrange values in the order of importance rather than rating surveys can be denoted as another alternative way for measurement of values (Krosnick & Alwin, 1988; Miethe, 1985) .
There are some limitations of the current research. Firstly, the study group can be asserted as rather small. The number of the participants needs to be increased since sample size may influence the research outcomes. Moreover, data should be collected from different regions, it should not be limited to only one region in Turkey. The results of conducted research suggest that it is better to develop instruments for measuring value preferences adjusted to Turkish culture in future studies or it is necessary to introduce cultural-related modifications to the SVS items which is adapted to Turkish culture.
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